The Police: A Culture Of Corruption or The Duplicity Of Hegemony?
Michael Kennedy

m.kennedy@uws.edu.au

University of Western Sydney, Australia

Introduction

Whilst police are the state’s coercive agents of social control, they are also predominantly recruited from the working class. The contradiction for ordinary police is that although they are functionaries of the bourgeois state, they have a working class consciousness.

This paper examines the intellectual domination of the formation of policing policy. This process and its articulation in the broader society is dominated by a hegemonic bloc that includes academics, journalists and the criminal justice establishment, which includes senior police and politicians. This broad range of willing ‘subalterns’ has lately attempted to construct an ideological hegemony about a police 'culture of corruption'. A central feature of this hegemonic ideology is that it avoids any class analysis. The ideological notion of the corrupt culture of policing has been marketed to the broader public in such a fashion as to maintain the spotlight of accountability upon ordinary police and subsequently obscure the real sources of social power and social degradation (the actual sources of ‘corruption’ in capitalism): the rule makers of the capitalist state.

Academic Credentials And The Content Of Debate

For some specialists in the field of crime and corruption, it would appear that police generally have insufficient credentials to competently participate in the research or policy-making component of modern policing. According to this view, ordinary police should be marginalised unless their views are screened through a peer-review process in academic publications. In this vein, the Sydney Morning Herald (18 May 2002) featured a letter by David Dixon, a senior academic from the University of New South Wales, commenting on the questionable qualifications of another academic, Richard Basham, who offered some comments on policing matters in New South Wales. Dixon surmises that all of the meaning that operational police attach to their everyday working lives in order to form their world view is so scientifically inadequate that they should be marginalised in the policy-making process unless they have the correct credentials. He says: 

When quoting my comments about Richard Basham which I made on Four Corners, Miranda Devine misrepresents what I said ("No sign of arresting the vitriol", Herald, May 16). She omits the words making my point that academic research reputation is usually judged by peer-reviewed publications and grants. Having taken courses at university long ago does not amount to expertise: if it did, the world would be full of experts. So long as Dr Basham is held out as an academic expert, he should be judged by academic criteria. If, as Ms Devine suggests, his reputation depends on his "hands-on experience in criminal investigation analysis", there are many NSW police officers with stronger credentials to act as policy advisers. The role of an academic in this area is to use specialist research skills, thereby possibly assisting the police to do their job. It is not to do their job for them. Nonetheless, if criminal investigation is really where Dr Basham's talents lie, perhaps Mr Costa could find him a uniform. (Dixon 2002,p.38)
Alan Sokal and Jean Bricmont in their work Intellectual Impostors (1999) provide a challenge to any unconditional support given to the peer-review process of scientific research. However, it is not so much the notions of academic credentials and peer-review that I want to address, centrally, in this paper. Rather, it is the hegemonic process of policy formation and police representation as implied and exemplified by Dixon’s demand for peer-review as the only truly ‘informed’ opinion. It is this status-based ‘right to speak’ that works to cause the poverty of debate in relation to police integrity and corruption. It marginalises certain information and knowledge, particularly when the knowledge departs from the conventional hegemonic framework.

There has been a degeneration of important public debate about policing into a sideshow about credentials and academic legitimacy as exemplified by Dixon’s lament. A part of the problem is his argument about credentials and ‘legitimate’ research into policing. The undermining of the search for the real meaning of policing practices makes a succinct challenge to his argument very difficult. This is because the main thrust of the attack by Dixon and some of the more influential media commentators upon their ultra-conservative ‘opponents’, such as Richard Basham or Alan Jones, takes the form of a rather crude attempt to re-affirm their own ‘progressive thinking’ credentials simply by being seen to challenge those ultra-conservatives.

Additionally, and worryingly for a supposedly ‘disinterested’ academic such as Dixon, he states his aim as ‘…possibly assisting the police to do their job…’ (Dixon 2002, p.38). However, such blurring of functions between the academy and the coercive arm of the state should come as no surprise, because, according to Antonio Gramsci (1999, p.12), ‘the Intellectuals are the dominant group’s “deputies” exercising the subaltern functions of social hegemony and political government.’ So while the Dixons and Co. seem to be promoting their ‘progressive’ and academic credentials, we should not be fooled into thinking that they necessarily embrace a counter-hegemonic recognition of the central factors in policing. An honest study of policing would focus on the relative powerlessness of ordinary police caught up in the oppressive machinations of the state and the same ordinary police’s resistance as a type of fragmentary and refracted class struggle.

Working Class Struggle

The police officers who are predominantly engaged in face-to-face dealings with the public are ordinary working class police. This is by the very fact that they do not own their means of production, nor do they have any independent control over the implementation of rules and regulations that govern their vocation and its work practices. Nevertheless, any research pertaining to policing comes up against the fact that police are inevitably located within a salient contradiction in that they also have a hegemonic relationship with the state, in particular the political arm of the state. Police are partisan agents of coercive social control who, in part, enforce class-based ‘morality’ and ‘decency’ (White & Perrone 1997, p.58).

This very contradiction between being workers and crucial state functionaries creates a complex ‘working class’ consciousness among ordinary police. However, although police are significant state agents of social control, ordinary police will at times resist the state. Through the processes of union formation, labour movement affiliation and collective industrial action, police can be recognised as being members of the working class in Australia (Finnane 2002,p.149).

Yet even a highly unionised workforce like the police can express concerns about the oft-reported compromised position of their own union leadership. In November 2001 there were 13,477 police in New South Wales (www.police.nsw.gov.au). Five hundred and forty five officers took part in an internal poll and five hundred and thirteen said they thought the union executive was 'compromised', on the basis that it was too closely aligned to senior police and the State Government and as such did not represent their interests (Kidman, 2001. p.16). This shows both the not uncritical and qualified support that police give to their union, and the feeling amongst police that the union is a less-than-legitimate advocate for ordinary police. The absence or inadequacy of collective, institutional support for police concerns can produce forms of individualised or small group resistance that are publicly denounced as corruption, but which arise as a response to the deliberate, state-sponsored fragmentation of policing’s collective purpose.

Because of the peculiar nature of policing and the compromised position of the union, resistance often takes individualised, localised and entrepreneurial (petty bourgeois) forms. For example: 

Up to 23 police are on long-term sick leave each day in some local areas of NSW… The number of officers on stress leave has jumped from 21 to 721 in seven years, prompting crisis meetings across the state. Hundreds of police officers are on stress leave for more than one year. (Kamper 2002)

This sad state of affairs is nevertheless presented by the media as a type of culture of corruption. The media presentation, and some academic commentary, ignores any perspective that portrays police resistance as class struggle or resistance to the oppression of the state. The following Sydney Morning Herald editorial is a prime example: 

A key element is missing from much of the public debate about the disturbing level of police sick leave. Some of the nearly 10 per cent of police on the sick list are there not because of physical or psychological injury or because they are ‘jaded’…but because they face internal disciplining or criminal prosecution…. The Auditor-General's office says police sick leave rose 16 per cent in three years, with 1100 off sick on any day. The Wood royal commission noted five years ago that ‘the temptation presented to those who have either become disenchanted with their lot or have come under adverse notice is readily apparent’…. The Carr Government has applauded itself for implementing nearly all Justice Wood's recommendations…. That the police service's civilian workers, on average, take 30 per cent more sick leave than the public sector average suggests the problem also is endemic and attitudinal. Workers abuse it because they see others doing so… (Sydney Morning Herald, 25 July 2002, p.10 Editorial). 

The absence of other ‘legitimate’ outlets for resistance or class struggle forces police into what has become a type of collective response through sick and stress leave. The editorial seems to suggest that the culture of corruption is so powerful that even public servants in the police service jump on the bandwagon. This is rather than acknowledging the real stress in police work, its recent intensification through data-led and ‘zero tolerance’ policing, and the accompanying resistance to increased surveillance arising from the anti-corruption campaign instituted after the Royal Commission of the mid-1990s. This is working class resistance in an atmosphere where resistance, for the police establishment, equals corruption, and a finding of corruption against ordinary police means public ridicule and the loss of employment and lifetime entitlements.

The Police Culture of Corruption

At the core of contemporary discourse about police, even in a global context, is the ambiguous conception of and the contradictory attitudes towards corruption and assumptions about its origins. John Girling (1998, p.103) explains that corruption is common to all countries and is symptomatic of the resistance and contradiction that exist between the ‘consent’ of a liberal democracy and the ‘coercion’ of capitalist exploitation and competition (Morrison 1995,p.101). 

Within a repressive state structure, the notion of a culture of corruption can be used as an oppressive tool to legitimise intensified work practices necessitating close surveillance. A contemporary use of the concept in this way in relation to police appeared in the report of the Wood Royal Commission into the New South Wales Police Service, hereafter referred to as the Wood Inquiry: 

Corruption has accordingly been taken to comprise deliberate unlawful conduct (whether by act or omission) on the part of a member of the Police Service, utilizing his or her position, whether on or off duty, and the exercise of police powers in bad faith. It includes participation by a member of the Police Service in any arrangement or course of conduct, as an incident of which that member, or any other member:

· is expected or encouraged to neglect his or her duty, or to be improperly influenced in the exercise of his or her functions.

· fabricates or plants evidence, gives false evidence or applies trickery, excessive force or threats or other improper tactics to procure a confession or conviction or improperly interferes with or subverts the prosecution process.

· conceals any form of misconduct by another member of the Police Service or assists that member to escape internal or criminal investigation; or

· engages himself or herself as a principal or accessory in serious criminal behaviour.

In each case, the relevant conduct is considered to be corrupt, whether motivated by an expectation of financial or personal benefit or not, and whether successful or not.      (New South Wales Government 1997,p.5) 

Such a broad ‘drift net’ definition means that seemingly no one who was targeted could escape and that corruption was an indelible feature of police work.

Unmitigated surveillance of police was justified by George Zdenkowski of the Law Faculty at the University of NSW. He had the following to say in the Sydney Morning Herald (22 Dec. 1995) about enhanced state powers to expose police corruption: 

More recently, the release of a surveillance video of another police officer allegedly involved in illegal drug dealing recording a sexual encounter between a prostitute and the police officer has embarrassed his wife and family. Most people would feel compassion for the distress caused to them. Indeed one suspects that Justice Wood thought long and hard about it. But the experience in both Queensland and NSW has been that police corruption will not be exposed without an investigative review with enhanced powers coupled with a determination to adopt a tough stand (Zdenkowski 1995).

Zdenkowski’s prescription for both the exposure and prosecution of corruption is that increased state powers would resolve the problem. However, Zdenkowski fails to point out that the definition of corruption used to investigate police, and his call for a ‘tough stand’ towards police, is not the same standard applied to the state’s ‘rule makers’. For example, solicitor John Marsden was until 1996 a member of the NSW Police Board. He was also President of the New South Wales Law Society and the President of the New South Wales Council for Civil Liberties. In a civil matter being heard by the New South Wales Supreme Court it was reported that:   

… [Marsden] gave the police a false name… In evidence Marsden did not deny that he had given the police a false name. Justice Levine said that 'conduct of this kind and nature has been held to constitute the offence of attempting to pervert the course of justice'…However, the next step in the story is that John Marsden appeared in court the next day to represent the fictitious Mr Martin [the false name he had given]…Justice Levine said, it could amount to a serious contempt in the face of the court…(Ackland 2001) 

Despite this, no legal action was initiated against Marsden. It would appear that certain members of the criminal justice system are given more lee-way in their institutional actions than others, in what may amount to special treatment. The point is that no citizen or worker should be subjected to the extra-legal Wood Inquiry’s definition of corruption that applies to ordinary police.

Public exposure of corrupt police and influential others tends to deal with the surface morality of the scandal, rather than satisfactorily search for its causes. Antonio Gramsci (1999, p.378) argued that this type of justice became prevalent ‘…where critical activity is reduced to the exposure of swindles, to creating scandals, and to prying into the pockets of public figures…’. However, this should not be confused with legitimate research using media sources and structurally connecting the interests of those who maintain the ‘engine room’ of the state, which is a much different activity to prying into pockets.

This difference becomes essential in understanding the lack of academic and media interest when it emerged in the media that during the Wood Inquiry some of its own investigators were engaged in corrupt practices to construct prosecutions (Gibbs 2001). Attempts to have the allegations investigated failed because there was no organisation with jurisdiction to investigate complaints about the Wood Inquiry staff (Kennedy & Bernie 2001, p.19-20).  As a result the Wood Inquiry was able to successfully apply the various concepts of corruption to ordinary police and ordinary citizens, yet avoid such intensified scrutiny itself. This meant that the Inquiry could side-step accusations that a similar problem of corruption could exist within its own ranks (Goldsmith 2001,p.183).
Resistance 
A good deal of the confusion confronting ordinary police arises from the imposition of neo-liberal and ultimately uncompromising ‘zero-tolerance’ policing strategies. These strategies originated in the newly corporate-structured police service of the early 1990s and represented performance-management-style policing (New South Wales Police Service 2000, p.3). Such a sea-change in policing practice and management in NSW meant that some police whose careers could benefit from such a regime embraced it, while others resisted the intensified work practices, and resultant confrontationalism, expected in zero-tolerance, data-led police work. David McNally explains the confusion in terms of the highly dynamic and contradictory character of working class consciousness. To begin with, there is no homogenous consciousness within the working class and among a group of workers some will veer towards acceptance of the ideas of the employer, whilst others will engage in ongoing resistance towards the same situation. The majority of workers will be found between the two poles (1997,p.36).

Added to this dilemma for ordinary police is the notion amongst ‘progressive thinking’ critics that police resistance is only ever ‘legitimate’ in the form of ‘whistleblower’ compliance. For example:

A complaint by a serving officer, which is being investigated at the request of the NSW Ombudsman, claims figures have been inflated and illegal searches conducted to meet political expectations. (Kidman 2002a)

The stark reality of real police resistance is much the same as any other working class group where a constant demand for increased productivity is aligned to questions of the worker’s competence. Much the same as other working class groups, when ordinary police feel subjugated and oppressed it is ‘theft’ that is at the heart of their resistance:

In the Police Integrity Commission yesterday, Patison blamed his relapse on overwork and lack of support and transfer opportunities. For the second time in two days, the suspended senior constable broke down and sobbed in the witness stand as he recounted how he took money from drug dealers and gave others the nod to sell drugs or commit robberies…He returned to his crooked ways on November 22, 1999, after being cleared of corrupt behaviour by Internal Affairs. He lied to anti-corruption officers who suggested he be transferred to a low-risk unit such as the fraud squad. But when the transfer failed and, with a reduced staff and a mounting workload, Patison became bitter with the service. ‘It was probably because I thought, `Well, here's another opportunity, stuff them!' and I reverted back to that,’  he said. (Kennedy, L. 2001)

It is important to recognise that resistance is the inverting of the master/servant relationship, or robbing the robber (McNally 1997,p.33).  Ex-Detective Sergeant Ray Peattie, now in gaol for accepting bribes, explained a version of this master/servant relationship in his reasons for taking money from drug dealers: ‘…if you were successful [in prosecuting the offender] the money goes to the government anyway so you think well why should they have it, I could have it myself. You had little regard for the actual owner of the money because you'd consider him a drug user, drug supplier, whatever, and it's …in some ways “give 'em a bit of their own back”…’. Peattie then explained why other Detectives gave him a portion of the money they had stolen from drug dealers and in doing so explained a link between neo-liberal, data-led management practices and corruption: ‘…Because I'd placed them in the position to do the job, which I must say in this thing, it wasn't, it wasn't to go and pinch money. It was to increase the Manly crime statistics and reduce their cases in drug investigation...’ (Masters 2002a).

In the same interview, Peattie gave an explanation as to why ordinary operational police were indifferent to admonishment by their non-operational counterparts who had risen through the corporatised ranks from a position of relative safety and had been financially rewarded at the same time. ‘…He [the Assistant Commissioner] was over the Armed Hold Up Squad one day… One of the detective sergeants asked him to accompany him to an interview room where the other detectives were interviewing an offender. He grabbed [the Assistant Commissioner’s] hand and put it on the offender. He said at least you can say you've touched [a criminal]. The same bloke [the Assistant Commissioner] topped the overtime for the state in about 1981 from corridors, doin' nothing…’ (Masters 2002a).

These examples show that ordinary police clearly have a typical working class consciousness. This does not justify the corrupt actions of police, but it does demonstrate a corrosive link between data-led principle operational strategies and the level of police resistance appearing as corruption. It should not be forgotten, however, that the oppressive system that caused such responses was put in place by senior police on the advice of policy advisors and under the spur of politicians demanding performance-led accountability.

Rule Makers And Rule Shapers 

The actions of the state’s subalterns in the constant repair and upgrading of the hegemonic structure in relation to police corruption becomes apparent with comments like ‘…Policing is too important to be left solely in the hands of the police…’ (Egger 1997). This remark by Sandra Egger was made in response to the Wood Inquiry findings and expressed her concern about the disbanding of the Police Board of which she was a member. Egger is a senior lecturer in the School of Law at the University of New South Wales and is former deputy director of the NSW Bureau of Crime Statistics and Research. For many years, Egger has advised various Labor Governments and was a member of the disbanded New South Wales Police Board, ex-Commissioner Ryan’s Advisory Panel, the Federal Government’s Safer Australia Board of 1995 and the Ministerial Advisory Committee on the (Police) Academy (Bearup 1995; Burns 1996; Cockburn 1988; Hall 1995; Papadopoulos 1997). Egger initially was supportive of the Wood Inquiry and argued that corruption was identified at all levels of the police service. 

Egger’s standpoint shows shifts that perhaps arise from the contradictions that flow from careerism and managerialism in a neo-liberal capitalist state. For example, when the New South Wales Government was looking to replace one Commissioner, Egger voiced an opinion that the Government should not appoint the new Commissioner from outside the ranks of the New South Wales Police, which would seem to contradict her earlier pronouncement about the separation of policing and police. When the issue of the police being independent of government was raised, she said: ‘…I disagree with that independence view and believe it (the police service) should be democratically accountable like every other department…’ (Bearup 1995, 1996). This is quite an extraordinary justification considering that public servants are not elected to office. And despite claiming that her preference was for a local Commissioner; the Police Board consulted with Justice Wood and apart from board member Garry Sturgess the rest of the board wanted Ryan, and they wanted the choice to be unanimous. In fact Sue Williams explains that Sturgess was the only board member to remain adamant that only an insider could do the job effectively (2002,p.149).

Egger argued at one point ‘…all areas of the service were under examination and the [police] board should not be exempt…’ (Bearup1996). However, this was a short-lived concession to a notion of general accountability when, in December 1996, Commissioner Wood recommended that the Police Board should be abolished. In his 2002 biography Peter Ryan argues, ‘…It was obvious to all of us, including the Royal Commissioner [Wood], that the police board was a hindrance rather than a help…’(Williams 2002,p.164). As a consequence of Woods recommendation Board members threatened Supreme Court proceedings, at the taxpayer’s expense, to quash the part of the report that recommended the abolition of the Board: 

…But the board was clearly furious, and with reason. As its members wrote to Justice Wood on December 11: "The public perception is that the board was, in effect, summarily dismissed for incompetence." … While the board clearly had failed to live up to expectations, it was never clear that that was the board's fault … (Sydney Morning Herald, 20 December 1996, Editorial).

Apparently it was felt that ‘significant damage’ had been done to the reputation of the Board and Board members. But, in fear of exposing the absurdity of the tenuous hegemonic position of his Inquiry and the Police Board, Commissioner Wood replied that he had not intended in his interim report to criticise or reflect on the performance of the Board or its members (Brown 1996). Wood made no such concession to the reputation of the police service as a whole.

Egger made it very clear that she was aggrieved at the abolition of the Police Board and possibly the loss of her $30,000.00 a year fee (Lagan 1996) when she stated: ‘…I must admit I am staggered ... I think the people of NSW are going to be in the position of having less confidence in the NSW Police Service…’ (Riley 1996).  Although the new appointee Peter Ryan, assented to by Egger, played a significant role in the demise of the Police Board. Egger, nevertheless, went on to serve Commissioner Ryan on his newly formed Board of advisors:

A panel of community experts hand-picked by the NSW Police Service to help fight organised crime, drug trafficking, kidnapping and money laundering has been named. Among the nine prominent people chosen are senior public defender Mr Mark Tedeschi QC, police royal commission senior counsel Mr John Agius, investigative ABC television journalist Chris Masters and leading Sydney anthropologist Mr Richard Basham. The other members are Judge David Shillington of the NSW District Court; Mr Tim Sage of the newly formed Police Integrity Commission; Associate Professor Sandra Egger of the University of NSW; and Mr David Bennett QC and Mr Rick Burbidge QC of the NSW Bar Association (Papadopoulos 1997). 

In re-examining Egger’s earlier statement that ‘…Policing is too important to be left solely in the hands of the police…’ (Egger 1997), the question then becomes, too whom should policing be left? If we accept that many senior politicians, who have a marked tendency to be lawyers, are at times engaged in a less than honest vocation, then it should come as no surprise that the political focus of the state, together with various media interests from within civil society, merge in order to ensure that public attention is almost exclusively kept away from the dominant class actors and their interests. At the same time, the spotlight is constantly upon the working class and minority groups of society or the police who are the low level functionaries of the state.

The Hired Prize Fighters   

David Dixon is a senior lecturer at the School of Law, University of New South Wales. He was a consultant to the Wood Inquiry (New South Wales Government 1997) and he is the author of A Culture of Corruption (1999). In his text, Dixon states that Commissioner Ryan replaced the NSW Police Special Branch after it had been discredited from the exposure of its activities during the Wood Inquiry (1999,p.153). However, in the Royal Commission’s final report (New South Wales Government 1997, pp. 251-254) only four pages are devoted to the Police Special Branch and its role during the paedophile segment of the Inquiry. Considering his emphasis upon the supposedly corrupt Special Branch activity, there is a lack of detail in both Dixon’s text and the Royal Commission’s Final Report concerning the centre-piece of that corruption: the allegations by an eleven-year-old boy that retired Supreme Court Justice Yeldham had indecently assaulted him in toilets at a public railway station (Brown 1997). The very omission of significant details in this instance goes to support the notion of an elite hegemonic construction in the works by Dixon and the Wood Inquiry. In any event, the deficiency of detail in both instances only goes to protect the good name of the judicial elite and, by and large, the legal profession.

Additional scrutiny of the Yeldham matter reveals that former State Attorney General Frank Walker gave evidence at the Royal Commission that in 1980 he had discussions with former Chief Justice Street about the sexual abuse allegations. Walker indicated that he was not satisfied that the only action taken against Yeldham was that he was counselled by Chief Justice Street (Brown 1997). Chief Justice Murray Gleeson gave evidence that paedophile rumours about Justice Yeldham had been around for years and that in 1989 Gleeson had been briefed by Mr Temby Q.C., the head of the Independent Commission Against Corruption, concerning these allegations. In a statement read to the Royal Commission, Temby maintained the interest of the judicial elite by explaining:  

Our interest centred upon an alleged cover-up that appeared to lack substance and the suggestion was the information had gone to police headquarters and conceivably it could be used for some improper purposes (Brown 1996). 

The notion that a politicised organisation such as the Special Branch could use this type of information to blackmail members of the legal establishment is a perfectly justifiable and legitimate concern. However, the Wood Inquiry had an unlimited level of resources, which were regularly used for electronic surveillance in relation to corruption investigations against police and ordinary citizens:

Justice Wood said telephone taps were 'a powerful investigative and security tool'. The State Government this week will usher in stronger powers for the royal commission, including witness protection, bugging operations, search powers, power to arrest witnesses…(Walker 1994).

Yet, this technology was not used to gather evidence in relation to the Yeldham matter and the role of the judicial elites in its containment. There were numerous allegations of indecent and improper behaviour by Justice Yeldham. However, the dominant discussion seemed to focus upon the valid, yet unsubstantiated, argument that ordinary police could have used the information to blackmail Justice Yeldham (New South Wales Government 1997). 

Further inconsistencies arose in the way the Inquiry dealt with evidence from judicial elites and ordinary police. The retired Chief Justice of the District Court, Justice Street, dismissed any inadequacies in his evidence with a statement: 

The human memory has its frailties when talking of events many years ago, but obviously whoever conveyed the rumour to me was somebody at the time I spoke to… (Lagan 1997). 

At the same time, Commissioner Wood demanded to know from operational police why they were covering the ‘Yeldham matter’ up (Lagan 1997). This is yet again another example of an absence of ‘due process’ where ordinary people and police were publicly humiliated by the Inquiry in a media and marketing exercise. The humiliation process was amplified when police witnesses were criticised for not being able to recall the exact details of events that took place years earlier. Perhaps, in the case of operational police, this could even be considered appropriate, bearing in mind their particular agency and accountability with the state (Klockars 1979). However, this aspect of inquisitorial justice takes on a different meaning when in the same instance the retired Chief Justice and influential others gave comparatively similar evidence, or lack of it, yet their accounts were unconditionally accepted. It could be concluded from these actions that evidence was rejected or accepted by the Inquiry on the basis that it fitted into a comfortable class-based arrangement. The media humiliation of ordinary police that was a companion to the Inquiry showed how this class-based arrangement became a hegemonic process of the identification of the ‘proper’ victims of the Inquiry.

Administrative Elites, Politicians And The Media

In New South Wales, the Labor Party has been in power for seven years. At the March 2003 State election, they will attempt a third four-year term. The New South Wales Premier, Bob Carr, was once a journalist. He now presides over a cabinet of nineteen ministers. Twenty-nine press secretaries market this executive. Carr’s neo-liberal credentials are unquestioned. He describes his management style as ‘Reform ... but not at a pace to alarm business’  (Totaro 2002). 

In 1997, a panel of ‘community experts’ was selected to advise the Carr Government and Police Commissioner Ryan in relation to various policy matters, particularly corruption prevention. Among the nine prominent people chosen were ABC TV Four Corners investigative journalist Chris Masters, anthropologist Dr Richard Basham, Tim Sage of the newly formed Police Integrity Commission, and Associate Professor Sandra Egger of the University of NSW (Papadopoulos 1997).

Within a month or so of Four Corners journalist Chris Masters being selected to advise Commissioner Ryan, Masters’ colleague, David Hardaker, presented the investigative report ‘Cabramatta’ on Four Corners (Hardaker 1997). This was a documentary that largely featured information from Dixon, et al.’s, book Anh Hai (Maher, Dixon, Swift, Nguyen 1997). Dixon’s partner, Lisa Maher, explained in the Four Corners programme, ‘…We found that encounters between the police and young people from South East Asian backgrounds are conducted in a climate of fear, hostility and racism…’ (Hardaker1997). There can be little argument that some police act in this manner towards minority groups and heroin addicts. However, whilst conducting the Anh Hai research over a number of years, not a single ordinary police officer was interviewed by the authors. Consequently, the level of conflict and resistance between operational police and their management over aggressive data-led policing strategies in Cabramatta was never publicly exposed until it was revealed in a Parliamentary Inquiry (New South Wales Government 2001). Upon its release, the final report of the inquiry caused a high level of concern and embarrassment to Senior Police and the Carr Labor Government:

…The Police Commissioner, Mr Peter Ryan, blamed some of his most senior officers yesterday for misleading him about the extent of the policing problems at Cabramatta… (Mercer 2001).

In another turn of events, a two-year Police Internal Affairs investigation named ‘Operation Florida’, which exposed serious police corruption on Sydney’s Northern Beaches area, was dangerously compromised when the investigation was exposed on October 8th 2001 in an ABC Four Corners programme entitled ‘Directing Traffic’ by journalist Chris Masters. Apparently, this expose was approved of by Police Integrity Commissioner Tim Sage. Both he and Masters were part of the Government’s and Commissioner Ryan’s paid advisory panel (Kidman 2002; Papadopoulos 1997). It was hardly coincidental that ‘Directing Traffic’ was screened at a time when the New South Wales Carr Government and Commissioner Ryan’s credibility as managers and policy makers was under serious scrutiny by the Parliamentary Inquiry into Policing at Cabramatta and the Police Integrity Commission. The career kudos for journalist and Ryan advisor, Chris Masters, through his ‘scoop’ was very obvious. The ABC promoted the programme in the following terms: ‘… [Masters’] report for Four Corners will be the most comprehensive account of the biggest investigation into NSW police corruption since Wood [The Wood Royal Commission]’ (Masters 2001).

For Sage and Ryan the benefits were equally as significant:

In the proceedings months Commissioner Ryan had faced unprecedented daily criticism over the Cabramatta debacle, promotions corruption, an explosion in gang activity, police reforms … Florida was always going to be a tour de force for the PIC [and] for its assistant commissioner, Tim Sage. Presiding over the biggest thing since the royal commission was his ticket to the main arena (Kidman 2002).

It was very quickly established that electronic surveillance material such as telephone intercept recordings and transcripts, together with video-taped evidence of corruption activity, were all given to Masters weeks before the commencement of the Police Integrity Commission hearings chaired by Sage (Kidman 2002). After an internal inquiry into the incident, the Inspector General of the Police Integrity Commission made the following comment about the leaking of electronic surveillance evidence: ‘What happened should never have happened.’ Commissioner Terry Griffin stated that no material of this sort would be released again in this manner, ‘in even remotely similar circumstances’  (Gibbs 2002).

This incident was clearly only a snapshot of the manner in which knowledge was manipulated prior to being presented to the public. More often than not in this process of hegemonic construction, it is the sleight of hand of what is not said that creates the distorted world-view of the public and some young ordinary police. It is a technical weakness of the media that when competing for a mass audience, there is often a failure to adequately inform: ‘One shows everything, one agitates, one explains very little…’ (Girling 1998,p.125). These key ingredients relate to the way such a technical limitation can be used in the process of the construction of hegemony. 

On 14 March 2002, ABC Four Corners journalists Chris Masters and David Hardaker were interviewed on ABC Radio National in The Media Report. The discussion centred upon the contradictions of current affairs journalism and freedom of speech in relation to controversial journalism. Masters and Hardaker indicated their liberal standpoint in so far as they embraced the concept of freedom of speech, but I would suggest, only with regard to the freedom of the press. Such a narrow understanding of ‘freedom’ is not a replacement for the materialist concepts of class-based understandings and their manifestation by both the oppressors and the oppressed. The conservative core of Masters was revealed when he argued ‘… that journalists struggle forever to reach an absolute truth and never quite get there. So you know you’re in for an enormous battle, because there’s always going to be an alternative truth. And journalism is always going to be something that can’t be practised mistake-free. So I think the bar is far too high…’ (Masters & O’Reagan 2002).

The inconsistency between Masters’ liberal declaration and his hegemonic practice comes from the power of journalists to present a particular version of the truth with which they and their milieu are comfortable, yet accept little accountability because, they would assert, their speech should be ‘free’. While I would argue that they may not be required to have the same level of accountability as the police, however, when journalists such as Masters align themselves with the political arm of the state by accepting paid positions, such as on Commissioner Ryan’s Board of Advisors (Gibbs 2002), then their role changes to one that is aligned with the hegemonic superstructure of the state. Despite all of this, Masters attempted to present for himself and his profession the absurd excuse of  ‘uncertainty’ and claimed that, for him, ‘the bar is far too high.’ Yet, when commenting on working class police, Masters has a similar view to other intellectuals such as Zdenkowski (1995) and demands the same standard of ‘impossible certainty’ set out by the Wood Inquiry’s definition on corruption (New South Wales 1997, p.5). My argument here is not about the obvious double standard. Rather, it is about hegemonic process that arises from a class divide in interest. This construction through public broadcast can then influence the world-view of the broader population. It can produce a common-sense consent to this double standard of accountability and truth.

In May 2002, the ABC Four Corners programme ‘Jones Town’ was presented by Ryan advisor, Chris Masters. The program contained valid criticism of ultra-conservative radio talk-back host Alan Jones as having far too much political influence in relation to governments and public opinion (Masters 2002). During the same programme, David Dixon launched an attack on Dr Richard Basham: ‘It's rather strange that [Basham] is continually presented as being an expert on policing and on criminology, fields in which his, er, academic background and his track record, in terms of the things which academics are judged on -- you know, peer-reviewed publications, peer-reviewed grants, and so on -- is very thin indeed’ (Masters 2002). Perhaps Dixon was correct about Basham’s credentials. However, it would appear that he was simply attempting to reinforce his own credentialed role as an advisor to the police service and politicians. This could be seen to be an attempt to replace the existing conservative hegemony with a new, seemingly ‘progressive’ one. Perhaps Dixon, Masters and their colleagues should ask themselves the same question asked of Commissioner Ryan by Masters in ‘Directing Traffic’: ‘But do you take responsibility for failures further down the line’?  (Masters 2001).

Conclusion

In this paper I have evaluated the notion that ordinary police are part of a ‘Culture of Corruption’ and have used concepts that include humanistic and materialist notions of class, working class struggle and oppression as a basis for analysis. Whilst it is clear that some police engage in deviant activity, I have argued that the Wood Inquiry’s definition of corruption is a broad and questionable instrument used specifically by the state’s ‘rule makers’ to oppress and subjugate its working class ‘rule enforcers’. This is not something new. Paul Rock has argued in the past that criminal justice was engineered to keep the public eye on working-class communities and divert it away from the ills of capitalism (1997, p.251). Doreen McBarnet takes this argument one step further by arguing that the criminal justice system itself provides vague rules in relation to police powers; rules which effectively condone police deviation and simultaneously make police the ‘fall guys’ of the legal system with regard to injustice (1981, p.156).

There is a clear presence of a working class culture amongst police. This is demonstrated by their collective resistance to the productivity-based, neo-liberal reforms that have been implemented by the political arm of the state and senior police in the aftermath of the Wood Royal Commission. The ad hoc forms that this resistance necessarily takes in a climate of surveillance of and suspicion among ordinary police can be exemplified in the following:

The rate of sick leave taken by police is 50 per cent higher than Australian workers in general and significantly higher than the rest of the public sector. Audit Office figures for police on sick leave, workers' compensation leave or on permanent restricted duties for any one day is 9 per cent. (Lawrence 2002)

Hegemony is about the ruling class ownership of the means of producing, controlling and distributing intellectual property. It occurs in its most complete form when the political, intellectual, moral and philosophical leadership forms an alliance between civil society and the state and produces a consensual acceptance of its moral leadership by the broader population. The hegemonic leadership may be economically powerful and own vast properties, or they may be career politicians, journalists, academics and others with little or no property. However their rule is hegemonic ‘if, and only if, they pursue policies which are not in the direct narrow interests of capitalists, but rather which can be presented plausibly as being in the interests of the whole people, of a nation…’ (Bocock 1986, p.63).  

I began this essay with a letter by David Dixon in the Sydney Morning Herald and in closing I will touch on a more recent letter, again written by Dixon and his partner Lisa Maher. It was written in response to criticism directed at both of them during a Parliamentary Hearing into Policing at Cabramatta. The letter has the title ‘Conspiracy testimony was unreliable’: 
Tim Priest's comments about us (``Priest: they're out to get Moroney", Herald, June 8-9) contains many factual errors… On Four Corners, Chris Masters did not “duly report” our research on drug policing: he did not even mention it… Peer-reviewed grants from research councils and publications in international scientific journals indicate that Mr Priest's assessment of our work should not be considered definitive. We are not members of a pro-Ryan clique. In Dixon's book A Culture of Corruption and elsewhere, he has been strongly critical of Mr Ryan's record as commissioner. Far from conspiring to undermine Mr Moroney, we considered him an obvious replacement for Peter Ryan and have not criticised him…(Dixon and Maher, Sydney Morning Herald, 11 June, 2002, p.12).

Despite the opportunity to criticise new Commissioner Moroney for engaging in a high profile, zero-tolerance, data-driven policing campaign that impacted most precisely on those disadvantaged communities that Dixon and Maher were most ostensibly concerned about, as well as having an opportunity to expose the obvious narrowly politically-motivated intent of the zero-tolerance campaign (Mercer 2002), Dixon and Maher chose to sanction the appointment of the new Commissioner and promote their own credentials.

It has also been suggested that discrediting opponents was not just a practice indulged in by academics in helping ‘police to do their job’. Mike Carlton, a journalist and radio ‘talk show’ host, argued: 

…Conspiracies are much in vogue these days. The increasingly addled [Det Sgt] Priest uncovered this one to the NSW upper house committee on policing in Cabramatta, under the happy protection of parliamentary privilege. "I must draw your attention to the continued attempts by a small group of academics, media figures and some very senior police ... who, as we speak, are undermining and plotting to discredit both Michael Costa and Ken Moroney," he huffed. There were loads more of this hogwash, with names named, and we wait to see how the committee will permit those who were defamed to defend themselves… (Carlton 2002)
Carlton probably needed to look closer to home to see an example of hegemonic ‘conspiracy’. He and his partner, Morag Ramsey, a television producer on the ABC programme Four Corners, are friends and supporters of ex-Police Commissioner Ryan and his wife Adrienne and colleagues of Masters and others at the ABC (Peatling 2002).  

That such ‘progressive thinking’ interest groups were ultimately closely aligned with the conservative political establishment was borne out when, in June 2002, Adrienne Ryan became a member of the Australian Liberal Party and consequently publicly announced her conservative world-view. A subsequent statement by Adrienne Ryan probably says more about the ‘progressive thinking’ credentials of Ryan, Carlton and their allies than anything else I can add.

‘The assumption was that we were Labor people, but Peter [Ryan], his philosophy was always to work for the government of the day; it could have been Labor, Liberal, the raving lunatic party, that's the way he went, very ethical.’ Mrs Ryan is a self-confessed Tory supporter… (Lipari 2002).

My final comment is that this bloc of individuals may not communicate with each other directly. Nevertheless, they are all aligned to the superstructure of the state and by way of the media have presented the broader public with their intellectual world-view. Such a complacent world-view from the representatives of the ‘progressive thinking’ hegemonic bloc ultimately simply represents the oppressive interests of the state. This newest structure that is attempting to replace the existing conservative hegemonised agencies with new ‘progressive’ ones is unequivocally hegemonic, surrounded by all the duplicity that entails.  
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